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power of the Federal government in
some directions, as it may also become
necessary to restrict it in others, but
always, and at all times, and under all
circumstances, the constitution must
stand as the ark of the covenant. I know
of but one lawful way of changing the
constitution, and that is the way pointed
out in the constitution [tself. henever
an assault is made upon the constitu-
tion, or a serious and threatening pro-
posal advanced to change the constitu~
tional form of the government or the
constitutional method of administering
it, the pcople should be aroused to re-
gist it. In this campaign the republicans
put forward a candidate for the presi-
dency, the crown prince of the Roosevelt
regime, who is committed and pledged to
all the things Roosevelt espouses. Of all
the hysterical fads of Roosevelt, his ad-
vocacy of the right and policy of the
Federal government to Brasp, through
executive action and judicial construc-
tion, powers belonging to the states
whenever those in authority deem It ad-
visable to do so, is the most dangerous.
if this propaganda has the approval of
the people, then they should wave bani
ners and shout hosannas to Taft; but i
it be otherwise, then they should set
their faces strengly agalnst these threat-
ened encroachments. At all events, 1 beg
the democrats of Missouri, and of the
nation, to stand as one man and make
stalwart defense of our dual govern-
ment.
In the
which I have g

ress of Secretary Root, from

s uoted, t:e speaks of :]ries!t‘.;
wer Iin the national governme

:)r;g R?:onslruction." *Construction” of
what? The constitution, of course. s
he mean that the rules of constitutional
construction are to be changed as exi-

neies may require to serve the g’urpoeea
of the execulive department? What
other meaning can possibly be given to
his utterance? But that, in turn, sig-
nifies that the Supreme Court is to be
idents who seek to ad-
ds. In the speech of Sen-
from which I have also

den,
ator Dry this significant dellver-

quoted, appears
ance:
“In the next presidential term four
justices of the United States SBupreme
‘ourt will have a right to retire, and
it I1s of the greatest importance to
the country that the right kind of a
president should nominate their suc-
cessors,”

What xind of justices of the Supreme
Court does this multi-millionaire presi-
dent of the Prudenlu:.ldyre insurance
‘ompany want appointed:
wn:yp te{low citizens, 1 have a profound
for the Supreme Court of the
States. is the most exalted
tribunal of the world, and
rare occasions some of its
justices have apparently yielded %0 thiu:
vico of political influence, as a whollte as
has undoubtedly stood as a t.'n.:lhlif.m1 o
defense of liberty and our national In
stitutions. But if once the policy I8 len-
tered upon of presidents appointing Jus{; c:af
/of that high court with & view to alte :
ing in any way our form of governmen
by far-fetched and strained construc-
tions of the constitution, 1 wouldl;oon
lose all respect for it, as you wou .

Put all these things together, and t ehr
could be multiplied ad nmeum.t?l:cl‘_
answer if you do not see here a t.:iot-
ency which common sense and pa v
ism alike demand should be perempto

fly checked.
FEDERAL INJUNCTIONS.

d as
hile on the subject of courts, an
a:::apos of it, I will say a word a.bou%
the abuse of judicial process by sonlw bg-
the Federal tribunals. As a rule, s
leve that judges of the inferior courts :l
the United States are men of liber
learning aud high character, and that
they discharge their dutles with a cona
sclentious regard to both public a.nt
private right But undoubtedly some t;
these judges conduct themselves otﬂcl;
ally after a fashion that does no cred
to the judiclary. They are too often a\;-
tocratic and tyrannical, and, what blf
worse, sometimes also apparently ;u
gervient. The abuse by some of t g:e
judges of the writ of injunction has i
come the subject of almost wuniversa
complaint. It is said that Secretary
Taft, while a Federal judge, levelleg
this writ without great provocation, nn_
on an ex parte hearing, against WoOrk-
ingmen, and used it with drastic energy.
it is frequently used in that way to
break the back-bone of a jabor strike,
but, what Is of even greater conse&
quence, it is often used to set aside anr
nullify the solemnly enacted statutes 0
gsovercign states. Undoubtedly, to my
thinking, this process has been often
' outrageously misused. 1 heartily agree
that the authority of the courts should
be upheld, and 1 ould not be too quick
in trenching upon thelr jurisdiction. Per-
sonal and property rights must be pro-
tected against riotous or unlawful intru-
glon of any kind, and not even a state
or the nation should be permitted to ex-
act from a citizen property or servicz
without just compensation. On the other
hand, 1 do not believe that the liberty of
action of a citizen or a body of citizens
should be arrested, or the law of a state
practically set aside, without a hearing
first had and obtained. When the ralil-
roads petitioned a Federal judge to en-
join the enforcement of the Missouri
statute establishing & two-cent passenger

rate, the judge said to the counsel:

judicial
though on

“Gentlemen, the solemn enactments
of the State of Missouri are entitled
to some consideration, and 1 will not
enjoin the enforcement of this state
law, restraining the officers of the
sovereign State of Missourl. 1 will al-
low it to be in operation for some-
time and see if it confiscates Yyour

property, as you say."

Those were wise words, wisely spoken.
It was a correct rule Judge McPherson
enunciated, although I am told it is a
rule he more often honors in the breach
than the observance. What is the rem-
edy? One thing at least should be done
—we should return to the old law and
provide for notice and a hearing before an
injunction can issue. By the act of 1791
it was provided that notice should be
given by Federal judges before the is-
suance of a temporary restraining order
or Injunction. That remained the law of
the land for seventy-nine years. In 1872
the provisien requiring notice before the
jssuing of an injunction was dropped
from the statute, inadvertently as some
claim, designedly as others claim. The
rule requiring notice worked satisfactor-
fly for more than threc quarters of a
century. It is a right rule and ought to
be restored to the statutes. Thousands
of men, both republicans and democrats,
among them many eminent officlals of
the states, have been demanding the re-
sloration of this rule, but somehow and
in some way there has always been a
powerful, insinuating influence creeping
around the halls of Congress and about
the precincts of the White House potent
lenough to block all legislation on the
gubject. In the current Republican Taft
platform I find this declaration:

“We belleve that the rules of pro-
cedure In the Federal courts, with
respect to the issuance of the writ
of injunction, should be more ac-
curately defined by statute, and that
no injunction or temporary restralning
order should be Issued without notice,
except where i{rreparable injury would
result from delay, in which case a
speedy hearing thereafter should be
granted.”

Many eminent republican senators and
representatives, including my distin-
guished colleague, were members of the
committee which framed that platform.
The enuncliation s meaningless, as it
does no more than declare for the law
as it Is. For vears these senators and
representatives have sat In Congress,
with a great party majority in both
houses around them, and although many
state legislatures, governors, and great
organizations memorialized them to en-
act legislation upon this line, they have
resolutely persisted in doing nothing.
Do you think that the election of Taft
and another Republican Cohgress would
infuse a ifferent and better spirit
among them? Or do you suspect that
this platform declaration is put forth to
fool the people and allay the antagon-
iIsm excited by long resistance to a just
public demand? It has been sald that
while all the people cannot be fooled aill
the time, some of them can be fooled
all the time. How many, blinded by
partisan zeal or coerced by tyrannical
threatening, will again drift, hoping
against hope, in the republican current
to the sure vortex of another bitter dis-
appointment?

THE TARIFF.

The question of ;tariff taxation will
always of necesaltyhbe one of abiding and
paramount interest. Taxation in what-
ever form (it comes affects every 5
A tax is a burden | by law and
submitted to because presumably it Iis

' burg,

necessary to the maintenance of orderly
government. I have never been able to
conceive of any just theory upon which
taxation could be levied, except to pro-
duce a revenue to support the govern-
ment. It is axiomatic to say that
there should be equality in the burdens
of taxation. The tariff, under our law,
is a tax lald upon imports from foreign
countries into the United States for con-
sumption here. The tax is paid by the
importer in the first instance, and is then
added as an item making up the total
cost of the article affected. In the end
the purchaser who buys the article for
consumption pays the tax. In other
words, the tariff is merely indirect tax-
ation. I have said that the controlling
principle of just taxation should be to
raise a needed revenue for public pur-
poses, and so levied as to cast the bur-
den with the greatest possible equality
upon all. If incidentally the tax pro-
tects domestic production against outside
competition, as of course it always does
to the extent of the tax, it is all the
better. But we have long since departed
from these fundamental rules of legiti-
mate and just taxation. The policy now
long in vogue has been to impose tarift
duties not so much to raise revenue as
to close the door against foreign com
tition in American markets, and to give
to American producers a monopoly in sup-
plying home consumption. This policy
has been carried to an extreme in this
country. To such an extreme, indeed,
has it been carried, and so fong con-
tinued, that it has become an intolera-
ble abuse, fostering great business com-
binations which mercilessly plunder the
people, The tariff, more than anything
else, has made possible the organization
of those great industrial trusts so uni-
versally condemned, which, through the
tariff, not only escape foreign competi-
tion, but are able to crush domestic com-
petition also. These giant monopolies
are to a large extent the outgrowth, the
progeny, of our tariff system. It
a matter of common knowledge that the
wealth of the country is largely cen-
tered in a few hands. I do not contend
that all the fabulous fortunes possessed
by Americans are due to our prohibitory
tariff, but I do contend that practically
all the great industrial mono&oiies exist
and flourish because of it. he inevit-
able tendency of this system is to en-
courage the concentration of industrial
effort, and hence the concentration also
of the nation's wealth. More than that,
it enables the producer to levy uncon-
scionable extortion upon the consumer.
It is a known fact, not denied, that the
general run of American manufactures
are sold cheaper in foreign countries
than at home. This is true of food prod-
ucts, clothing, industrial implements,
steel ralls and substantlally everything
else. The Chicago Journal, with assid-
vous care and great labor, recently se-
cured prices on many staple articles pre-
vailing on the same day, both at home
and abroad. The figures disclosed that
meat products from Omaha, Chicago
and St. Louls, steel products from Pitts-
watches from New England, har-
vesters from the middle west, shoes from
St. Louis and Boston, and numerous
other products from many states were
found to have a market price In foreign
communities far below the price at
which they were sold at home. Recently
Mr. George Spencer of Treadwell Broth-
ers, a large shoe distributing house in
London, stated that he had seen the
identical American shoe which was being
sold in London at $3.87 marketed at $5.00
in New York stores. With ready acumen
he observed that if there was a profit
on the price in London, then the profit
in America is so enormous that it serves
to explain why millionaires are as plenti-
ful in America as blackberries In Eng-
land. Illustrations showing like discrim-
inations in numerous articles could be
multiplied, but mere additions would
serve no intelligent purpose. Suffice it
to say in general terms, that the differ-
ence In prices between the home and
foreign markets ranges from about 25
to 40 per cent in favor of the latter. The
advocates of the present tariff, while
admitting the cheaper price abroad for
American products, put forth the plea
that the things sold abroad represent
only a surplus of production above the
n 8 of our own market. In other
words, the contention is that our manu-
facturers overproduce, and then are
obliged to unload their surplus products,
even if at a loss, in foreign markets.
To my mind that argument i{s worse than
puerile. It implies that the policy of our
manufacturers is te produce for the
home market only, and not for export.
If that be true, then they overproduce
to the extent of many hundred millions
every Yvear, which they are forced to
send abroad because presumably it would
g0 to waste If kept at home. That is an
absurdity. I do not believe it. If it
were true that our manufacturers, who
are trained, disciplined and alert busi-
ness men, produced only for the home
market, and not Prlmarlly for foreign
markets, they would not annually ro-
duce a surplus so enormous. There isn't
a manufacturer in the United States
who cannot approximately anticipate the
domestic demand upon him. If he cares
only for the home market it is an ab-
surdity to say that he would year after
vear go far beyond its probable demand
and continue to produce, knowing that
he would be obliged to export the over-
plus for sale at a loss. It is positively
absurd. No, he manufactures for the
foreign market as he does for the home
market, and he ships abroad because he
is attracted by the profit he obtains. He
sells cheaper in the foreign market only
because competition compels him to,
nevertheless the profit is sufficiently at-
tractive for him to seek it. It is only
on the tariff-ridden American that mo-
nopoly fattens. The bulk of our import-
ant industries have fallen into the hands
of combinations. These combinations,
under the operation of the tariff, have a
monopoly of the domestic markets and
are enabled to charge American con-
sumers higher prices than they can ob-
tain abroad in the face of competition;
hence they have two scales of prices—a
high one for the home market, and a
lower one for the foreign market. My
fellow-citizens, 1 do not believe this to be
a healthy economic and industrial con-
dition, to say nothing of its honesty. It
is amazing to me that the great con-
suming population of the states would
submit for a day to its continuance.

Not only are consumers interested in
this question, but manufacturers also,
who still survive the trusts and who
are not yet affiliated with them. There
are many patriotie, enterprising men
engaged In manufacturing who seek
better opportunities to expand their
business and exploit the commerce of
other countries. There are materials
produced abroad which they need in the
conduct of their business, and the en-
ormous tariff lald upon their importa-
tions handicaps them with unnecessary
burdens and hardships. It clips their
wings and holds them In restraint. These
men also look with apprehension upon
the growing hostility, more and more
manifest in foreign countries, toward
American productions because of the ex-
clusion of foreign merchants and manu-
facturers from our markets. They want
to énlarge, not restrict, our trade rela-
tions with the world. These men clamor
for a genuine revision of the tariff. And
the time has come when the American
people should demand that the schedules
of the existing law be revised; and de-
mand, too, that It be done without pro-
crastination, not in the interest of trusts
and monopolies, but solely in the public
interest, Monopolistic trust-made goods
should be made to face the competition
of the world.

hen, under republican auspices, can
the country reasonably expect a tariff
revision? And what kind? Since the
close of the civil war the tariff
schedules have been several times re-
vised, but nearly alwayvs on a rising
scale, going higher and higher. For
more than a generation we have been
under the operation of a high tariff
system, with almost ' constantly aug-
menting rates of duty. The present law,
known as the Dingley act, 'l:as been in
force for more than a decade. It is the
most excessive tariff law the country
has ever known. Its rates of duty are
g0 exorbitant as to make them for the
most part practically prohibitory. The
advocates of this system, putting aside
its evil effects, for whicﬁ they make
all kinds of sophistical explanations,
justify the system by saying that under

its operation the country has enjoyved a
phenomenal industrial growth. Undoubt-
edly it is true that the tariff, affording
exceptional opportunities to monopolize
markets and fix prices at will, has
stimulated Investment in manufactures.
| Nevertheless, it is also true that there
thas been a tremendous industrial ex-
pansion throughout the world. The last
| Quarter of a century has been a record-
breaker in that respect. While I do not
 deny that our monopoly-making sched-
ules have given impetus to manufactures
in America, I do not admit that the
growth would not have been substanti-
ally as great, as it would certainly have
been far more healthful, if it had been
based on sounder and more enlightened
economie principles. The advocates of
the existing system give undue
credit to the prevailing policy
as the cause of our Industrial de-
velopment. We have grown wonder-

fully, not because of an excessive tariff,
superinducing unnatural trade condi-
tions, but in spite of it. The evil inci-
dent to the concentration of industrial
enterprise and of the nation's wealth in
a few hands, and the corr ding and
resultant evil of Indust monopoly
brought about through the crushing out
of competition and the enforced surren-
der to the trusts of weaker rivals, are
things easily traceable to our tariff
laws. These laws ought to be radically
revised in the Iinterest of common
justice, common honesty and a square
deal. The revision of course should be
made wisely, carefully and conservative-
ly so as to do justice alike to manufact-
urers, wage-earners and consumers. The
rights of all should be conserved as far

of the mainland. I can Some reason
for the law under which this coastwise
monopoly has been created and

It is not altogether good,

is sometimes carried to a foolish
treme, as in the case of the

Islands, but it at least has the merit of
partial success to commend it. But the
coastwise trade and foreign trade are two
wholly different things, and what has
proven measurably good for the one
has been destructive to the other, It has
been long demonstrated that the same
or similar rules are inapplicable to both.
We can grant a monopoly of our own
waters and ports, but we cannot mon-
opolize the high seas or the ports of the
world. A coastwise fleet is valuable, but
as compared with a merchant marine en-

as -possible, but laws which operate as
a shield to monopoly must be wiped
from the statute books.

I ask, when can the country
reasonably expect a reasonable revision
under republican auspices? In fact, can
it ever be expected? For twelve years |
that party has been in undisputed power, |
and clamorous demands have been made
from every quarter for a revision; and
from no quarter have these demands -
come in gEreater volume or with more
vigorous insistence than from republican
sources in the great agrlculturng states
of the west. But year after year, and
Congress after Congress, these demands
have been ignored. Men like Cannon,
Payne, Dalzell and other leaders of the
House, and men like Aldrich, Gallinger,
Lodge and other leaders of the Senate,
have turned a deaf ear to all appeals.
There have been republican representa-
tives in both houses from the middle
states, who, knowing the sentiment of
their constituencies, have urged a revis-
ion upon their party colleagues, but to
no avall. Not long ago, the Globe-
Democrat, one of S er Cannon’s most
admiring friends, whose Washington cor-
respondent had interviewed the Speaker
on the subject, declared that:

“The speaker gives no encourage-
ment to tariff revision agitation.
Neither does he assent to a sugges-
tion put forward recently that the
next Congress commit itself to future
revision by resolution.”

That is a fair statement of Mr. Can-
non's well-known attitude. If the next
house should be republican, Cannon will
be the speaker again. He would agaln
name the committees, organize the house
and conduct its business by the same
arbitrary methods which have distin-
guished him in the past. Congressman
Dalzell of Pittsburg, one of the ablest
members of the House, and Mr. Cannon's
chief Ilieutenant, recently declared in
substance against tariff agitation as the
height of folly, and proceeded to say
that if a revision should be had at all
the work would be done by those who
believed in protective policies and along
protective lines, and added that the re-
vision would more likely be upward than
downward. I could quote perhaps a
hundred similar expressions from almost
as many men potent in republican coun-
clls. With such influences dominant in
the House, and’ like influences dominant
in the Senate, what sort of gray matter
has a tariff revisionist in his head who
votes the republican ticket in the hope |
that these men have in some mysterious
way become Inoculated with the irit
of reform? Of course, I am conscious
that even with a democratic president
and house of representatives, any tariff
act possible of passage would, because
of the republican senate, be In the nature
of a compromise. But one thing is sure,
if the presidency and the House should
be given to the Democrats, a tariff bill,
drawn with the greatest possible care
and framed on just lines, would be sent
to the Senate, and public sentiment
would compel some measure of public
rellef. The only hope eof an honest
tariff revision is through the Democratic

party. -
THE MERCHANT MARINE.

Not long since the Kansas City Journal
raked me with rough hand over hot
coals because of something I said to a
reporter of that paper about the Ameri-
can merchant marine. What I said to
the interviewer was somewhat upon the
line of the observations I intend now
to make. I sald then that our merchant
marine, except for coastwise purposes,
was a thing of the past, and charged that
the destruction of the splendid commer-
clal fleet we formerly possessed, and
which was one of the glories of the
Republie, was the outgrowth of Repub-
lican policles, as stupid as they are
selfish. With due respect to the Journal,
I repeat that statement. It is a fact
which none can dispute that outside of
vessels engaged in coastwise traffic we
have no merchant fleet worthy the name, |
and it is a fact that as a maritime
power we have fallen from the top to the
foot in the list of nations. No sincere,
intelligent man will contravene the ac-
curacy of that declaration. But in
former times it was different. One of the
things that commanded most the atten-
tion and excited the anxiety of Thomas
Jefferson concerned our maritime inter-
ests. He was an ardent advocate of a
strong merchant marine. He believed
that nothing would add more to the
prestige of the nation or the prosperity
of the people than a great merchant
fieet, going hither and thither across the |
seas, bearing the American flag into the'
ports of the world, exploiting markets
and promoting commercial exchanges. |
Not only did he regard such a fleet as of |
the highest moment because of its great
value as a commercial instrumentality,
but he also regarded it as of the greatest
consequence in times of war, for in
times of war merchant vessels may not
only be used for purposes of military
transportation, but many may be con-
verted into fast auxiliary cruisers, Under |
the wise guidance of Mr. Jefferson and
those who followed him in the presidency,
the American merchant marine grew
apace until the young republic became
the rival of Great Britain, then, as now,
the leading maritime wer of the world.
These are historical facts, known of all
men, which none will dispute. Under
democratic policies, which prevailed an-
terior to the civil war, the merchant ma-
rine grew steadily until it ranked as one
of the first in the world. Under Repub-
lican policies, which have prevailed since
that war, the merchant marine has de-
terioriated and wasted until now it re-
mains as little more than a memory. In
these simple statements of undisputed
fact, two pictures are presented which
any American with eyes and the con-
scious power of observation may look
upon. Even my caustic friend, the editor
of the Kansas City Journal, can see
them without the aid of spectacles.
True we have a passably good mer-
chant fleet engaged in the coastwise
trade. This fleet is made up of vessels
employved in carrying ecargoes and pas-
sengers along the coast or across the
lakes from one American port to an-
other. I do not underestimate its value,
although local in its operations. I recog-
nize its Importance and shall always re-
joice in its prosperity. But is it any
wonder that we have a fairly creditable
coastwise service? Under the law ves-
sels engaged in that traffic have an ab-
solute monopoly. Only vessels owned and
built in America can obtain American
registry or fly the flag, and none other
can convey passengers or freight from
one port to another. The situation iIn
Hawaii furnishes a striking example of
the scope of this monopoly. Under the
law as it stands, no person ecan go in a
foreign vessel to or from Honolulu or
any port of the Islands to San Francisco
or any port of the mainland without first
aying a penalty to the government of
f:m. The Hawalilan Islands are Ameri-
can territory, and ports established there
are American ports. All American Jaorts
whether of the islands or mainland, are
under the operation of the coastwise
laws, and foreign vessels are forbidden,
under heavy penalties, to carry passen-
gers or freight between such ports. It
often happens that passage can not be
obtained between - San Francisco and
Honolulu on an American vessel for
weeks at a time. Last summer Senator
Piles of Washington, Secretary Strauss,
and others, were in the Hawalian Islands |
on a semi-official visit, It became neces-
sary for the Secretary and one or two
other members of the party to returnm
without delay, but they found on Inquiry !
that no American vessel would sail from
Honolulu for approximately two weeks. !
They were obliged, therefore, to pay the
penalty of $200 each, in addition to the
regular fare, for the privilege of pas-|
sage to San Francisco on a foreign ship. |
Mr. Piles offered a bill at the last ses-
gsion providing that the coastwise laws
should be suspended as to passengers
only, not as to frelght, between the
Hawailian Islands and the mainland for |
the period of six years, or until an ade-i
guate American service was established. '
The bill has not been received with
favor, and is still pending without llkeli- |
hood of enactment. This {llustrates the
character of this coastwise monopoly. It
would be remarkable if the coastwise
fleet, particulariy along the coast and on
the lakes of the mainland, did not enjoy
a fair measure of success. It is hard on
our insular possessions, but it helps
American ships plying the local waters

| facts have recently

are engaged In it

gaged in the commerce of the world, it
is, from a broad, national standpoint, of

,minor importance. When we turn I[rom

the coast and lakes to view the wide
oceans rolling from continent to conti-
nent, it is rare thing to see an American
vessel riding their crested waves, and a
rare thing to see the American flag at
the masthead of an American merchant-
man in a foreign port. The magnificent
commercial fleet we once had swarming
the high seas has disappeared. Our for-
eign mails are carried in foreign ships,
and less than ten per cent of our foreign
commerce, enormous as it is, is carried
in American bottoms. Some Iimpressive
occurred waich il-
lustrate how low we have fallen as a
maritime power. A year ago the gov-
ernment had occasion to send troops to
Cuba. No American ship could be found
to convey them, and the world was
treated to the ludicrous and humiliating
spectacle of seeing American soldiers, in
the uniform of the American army, being
transported for immediate military duty
under the British flag. Again, recently
a great fleet of war ships was marshalled
at Hampton Roads, and from thence
sent around CaPe Horn to the Pacific
Ocean. Never in history was there a
more imposing array of battleships con-
gregated under one command. It was a
splendid, inspiring spectacle to see this
incomparable armada sailing out to sea,

|and the people in Central and South

America viewed with wonder the white-
painted leviathans, with ponderous arma-
ments, as they sailed along their shores
or rested In their harbors. But ancther
fleet accompanied this aggregation of
men-of-war, following in its wake and
constituting a part of its equipment. This
other fleet was com of merchant
vessels, carrying coal and supplies for
the battleships. These colliers and sup-
ly ships were not American vessels, but
oreign vessels, floating a foreign fag.
It was a strange spectacle the world be-
held, that of the most powerful nation
on the globe sending the most powerful
war fleet ever assembled nearly half-
around the earth accompanied by supply
ships flying a foreign flag and owing no
allegiance, except that based upon a
momentary contract, to the nation they
served. Foreign ships were engaged for
this service because there were no Ameri-
can ships to be had. What has produced
this situation? It is not accidental; there
must be a cause for it. We are a na-
tion of nearly a hundred million people;
our domain is continental in extent; we
have thousands of miles of seaboard on
the Atlantic, the Pacific and the Gulf;
we have insular possessions in both the
great oceans; we have enormous trade
relations with both the Occident and the
Orient, and therefore every reason ex-
ists why this should be the leading mari-
time power of the world. There must
be some cause for our pitiful fallure,
and there is. In fact, there are several
causes, and I would like to speak of
them except that it is impracticable, in
an address like this, to discuss the sub-
jeet in detail. Generally speaking, the
vice of it all will be found in our navi-
gation laws. The policy of the Repub-
lican party has not been so much to
create a merchant marine and put ships
on the sea, as to establish and secure a
prosperous monopoly for a few shif)yards
on the Atlantic seaboard. The policy of
free ships, and even the narrower policy
of a discriminating tariff to encourage
American shipping, and all such things,
have been abandoned. Long ago we in-
augurated the scheme, which has be-
come the controlling principle of our
maritime policy, of forbidding American
registry or the right to fly the American
flag to any ship not constructed in an
American shipyard. An American com-
pany may buy and own a vessel of for-
eign make, but it cannot be brought
under the protection of the American
flag. There are numerous instances of
ships owned by American citizens which
fily foreign flags and sail under foreign
registry. Last summer I rode across the
China fea in an English-built ship own-

ied by the Pacific Mail Steamship Com-

pany, an American corporation, which
was under the command of English offi-
cers and bore the British flag at her
masthead. This was done because our
navigation laws forbade the use- of the
American flag. Few American ships are
built for the foreign trade, and but few
This is due to two
principal causes: First, the cost of con-
structing any kind of merchant vessel in
an American shipvard is approximately
one-third greater than the cost of con-
structing it in European shipyards, and,
secondly, the cost of operating an Ameri-
can ship is also approximately one-third
more than the cost of operating a foreign
ship of similar class. These items of
larger expense have made it impossible
for American ship owners to compete
with foreign ship owners for the trade
of the world. The American cannot af-
ford to pay a million dollars for a vessel
which can be duplicated by his foreign
competitor for approximately $700,000,
and, Iin addition, pay about one-third
more in the way of expense for running
it. and compete at a profit. Hepublican
statesmen are as thoroughly conscious of
this situation as any of us, and they
have been long struggling to devise some
remedy for it; but they are hopelessly
hampered by their environments. Ship-
yard corporations, opulent and powerful,
rise in the pathway to selfishly obstruct
them in every effort at intelligent prog-
ress, The Republican policy now 1is to
try the experiment of rehabilitating the
merchant marine by the payvment of
subsidies out of the national treasury.
During the Ilast session of Congress a
bill passed the Senate appropriating $3,-
000,000 to be pald as a mail subsidy to
induce the establishing of steamer lines
to South Ameriea, Australasia and to
Japan and China. A large majority of
the Republican members of both houses
of Congress favor this policy of subsl-
dies, but there is a minority of that
party, which so far. has been sufficiently
strong, acting in conjunction with the
Democrats, to prevent its adoption. This
shows that the Republican party, which
has succeeded in destroying our mer-
chant marine, is incapable of developing
a policy for its restoration. The Kansas
City Journal, in the caustic criticism to
which I have alluded, charged, that
while I complained of the deterioration of
our maritime interests, I constantly
voted against every proposition intended
for their betterment. The criticism was
unjust. I did oppese the subsidy proposi-
tion, as many Republicans did, because
under the circumstances, 1 believed It
would be a wasteful expenditure result-
ing in no substantial benefit. The term
“subsidy” in itself does not affright me.
England, France, Germany, Japan and
all the maritime powers give subsidies
out of their public treasuries to thelr
merchants marine. Jefferson was not op-
posed to subsidies, nor would I be under
proper conditions and circumstances, but
I do not wish to give subsidies as pres-
ents, as mere gratuities, to shipbuilders
or ship owners. If the public revenues
are to be employed in this way, I must
be reasonably sure of a substantial re-
turn, and that the public interest will
be promoted. As long as the present
navigation laws remain, I do not believe
that subsidies will suffice to restore our
maritime prestige or to rehabilitate our
merchant marine, unless the subsidies
are s0 enormous as to make them intol-
erable as a public burden. So far as
subsidies go, it cannot be expected that
we will outstrip other countries, or that
they will not keep pace with us in a
contest of that character. As long as
the foreign ship costs so much less for
construction and so much less for opera-
tion as now, and as long as foreign sub-
sidies are equal to those we may grant,
the foreign ship will hold the advantage
in competing for the carrying trade of
the world. Other things being equal,
shippers will load their cargoes in bot-
toms whose owners contract to carry
them at the lowest charge. The Ameri-
ean ship owner cannot compete until he
s placed upon a basis of approximate
equality with his competitors. Free
ships would be a long stride in that di-
rection, and would remove half the ob-
stacles in the way. know that the
owners of shipyards and their allies rise
in bristling protest whenever this sgg&
gestion is made, for they are de‘h{he

with the notion that the monopoly e¥
enjoy is essential to their pt‘osperity.d

believe that notion to be, in fact, a de-
lusion, a self-imposed deception. I have
no kind of doubt that if we could "ﬁ’“t’hm
our merchant marine and again fl ?
seas with merchantmen, the b“"“ﬂﬂg of
the shipyards would be increased a bhun

dred fold. But beyond that, as a na-
ti proposition, the value of a great
merchant marine can hardly be estimated.
Aside from its enormous value as a com-
mercial agency, it would afford a wide
field for the investment of capital and
the employment of labor. The shipyards
would not suffer, but, on the contrary,
would be the chief beneficiaries of a more
liberal poliey. In Japan, that masterful
yYoung nation of the Orient, they have
the policy of free ships, supplemented
with subsidies. I visited some of the
shipyards of Japan a year ago, and al-
though the Japanese may purchase ship
anywhere and fly the flag of their coun-
try above them, that policy has not in-
jured the ship-building interests of the
empire. On the contrary, in the vards I
visited T saw thousands of stalwart men
employed, and scores of vessels of dif-
ferent types and dimensions in the docks
in course of construction, and I was told
that the repair work in volume and value
was not greatly inferior to the work of
construction. Whenever we adopt a pol-
fcy by which cheaper ships can be had,
supplemented by other policies ~f a con-
structive character, and get upon terms
of at least approximate equality with
other countries, I will be ready to talk
about subsidies as a part of our mari-
time program, and not before. We cannot
hope for any forward movement under
Republican auspices. That party has
demonstrated both its ability to destroy
and its incapacity to reconstruct. In
Democratic days we had a great mer-
chant marine; in Republican days we
have seen it waste away. If the people
care to revive this great interest In a
large way and on intelligent lines, and
make it once more a mighty force in com-
mercial development and in the augmen-
tation of national prestige, the work must
be again committed to Democratic hands.

GOVERNMENT OWNERSHIP.

Senator Stone next discussed the regu-
lation of railroads. In dealing with
railroads an? the question of transpor-
tation, he said that absolute justice to
both the corporations and the public
should be the guiding rule. Rallroads,
he declared, were not only essential to
the business world, but had been a
mighty force in the up-building of great
states, and he believed theyv ought not
to be dealt with in a narrow spirit or
with prejudice, but should be dealt with
in a broad and generous way. He de-
clared that men who Invested Ilarge
sums in building and equippmg railways,
and men who devoted their talents and
energies to the arduous task of operat-
ing them, were entitled to fair returns
for the money and labor expended. On
the other hand, he saild, railroad cor-
porations are quasi-public bodies
clothed with speclal privileges, and are
organized not solely as a source of profit
to finvestors, but also to perform a
public service, and hence are subject
to regulation by law. While a generous
profit honestly earned should be allowed
on every dollar legitimately invested, ex-
tortion from the public should not be
permitted. Rallroads should not be made
to suffer a wrong, nor permitted to do
a wrong. Asking justice of the public,
they must do justice to the publie.

Proceeding on this line, the Senator
said:

Therefore, I belleve in the supervision
and regulation of railroads by publle au-
thority. Whenever the managers of ralil-
road corporations shall learn to cheer-
fully obey just laws and conform to just
regulations, and whenever they deal, as
it is their duty to deal, impartially and
without diserimination, not only with the
public as a whole, but with men and
localities also, and whenever public au-
thority, which itself is often not without
fault, comes to the point of dealing with
railroads in a spirit of fairness and with-
out prejudice, the time will be at hand
for amicable and kindly relations be-
tween the corporations and the people.
Absolute justice should be the universal
rule. The public should deal fairly by
the roads, and the roads must deal frairly
by the people. If a company undertakes
to increase its stocks or debts for specu-
lative purposes, intending to exact profits
on fictitious wvalues, or undertakes by
diseriminations to build up one person,
industry or locality to the detriment of
another, or undertakes to do any wrong
to the public injury, it is the duty of
the public authority, under the power to
regulate, to step in and stop it. I be-
lieve that the power of regulation, when
properly applied, is ample to control the
railroads and to adjust all differences
between them and the people. I have
never been favorably impressed with the
idea of government ownership. I fear
that the evils of ownership would be
greater than the evils we would attempt
by that policy to cure. I believe If ade-
quate laws regulating rallroads should
he enacted and rigidly enforced, practi-
cally all the greater evils of which the
country complains could be eradicated.
If I should be mistaken as to that, and
if after the country has tested regula-
tion to the limit, and it should fall,
then it will be time to discuss the ques-
tion of government ownership. There is
no need to do that nmew. It is not a
question of Iimmediate concern, and
hence it has not been made the subject
of a platform reference. No one pro-
poses to undertake public ownershin
now. Those who belleve that policy
practicable or advisable, speak of it
only in a tentative way, as a possible
and ultimate solution of the problem of
transportation. No harm ecan result
from discussing and developing the idea,
for in time the country may conclude
to try it, and it is the part of wisdom
that every phase of this complicated
subject should be elaborated. But now
the discussion is of necessily more aca-
demic than practical, and hence 1 do
not ecare to enter upon it at length. In
passing, however, 1 will say a word con-
cerning the criticisms that have been
made of Mr. Bryan for what he has said
upon that subject. He is apprehensive
that the regulation of railroads and rail-
road traffic will fail in the future as it
has in the past, and he has expressed
the belief that public ownership will be
finally resorted to as a more effective
remedy; and he does not look with that
dread that others do upon the policy of
government ownership. He believes a
plan can be worked out to so divide
ownership and responsibility between the
states and the general government as to
largely obviate the objections usually
made to the proposition. But, highly as
I esteem Mr. Bryan and his opinions, I
cannot but doubt both the wisdom and
feasibility of the project. Still, he has
said nothing, done nothing, to Iinvite,
much less to merit, the harsh partisan
criticisms showered upon him. He has
simply acted the part of a stutesman, as
he always does in fearless manner, by
discussing a great question of paramount
importance for the enlightenment of the
people. He does not expect nor even
desire that the public ownership of rail-
roads should be taken up as a question
for immedlate action. He knows If it
ever comes, it will be years away, and
he says himself that for the present he
favors exhausting the power of the gov-
ernment in regulating the roads before
attempting the more drastic remedy of
ownership; and he says If regulation
can be made successful, there will be no
need of considering the question of
ownership. What is there about that to
cause his enemies to cock their ears and
sound a loud alarum? They talk as if
they had never heard of government
ownership before. It is not a new gques-
tion, but an old one. Jeremiah Black,
the great Pennsylvanila Democrat, dis-
cussed It favorably and with signal
ability twenty-five years ago, and
Thomas H. Benton discussed it fifty
vears ago, when he made his memorable
fight 1n Congress for a railroad from the
Mississippl to the Pacific, to be con-
structed, owned and operated by the na-
tional government, It was talked about
and written about before Mr. Bryan was
borng, and it has been experimented with
by many governments in different parts
of the world. Still, Republicans speak
of it as if it were some new and hor-
rible thing that Bryan had conjured to
affright the country and menace the
liberties of the people. As a matter of
fact, on this subject there is but little
practical difference between Bryan's po-
sition and Rocsevelt's position. As [
read Mr. Roosevelt’s speeches and mes-
sages, he does not favor government
ownership per se, but he declares it will
ultimately come if regulation proves to
be a failure. Mr. Bryan believes in test-
ing regulation to its farthest limit, and
says If it proves reasonably effective and
satisfactory, then there will be no need
of ownership, but, on the other hand, if
regulation fails, ownership will follow.
So far, the two men stand on substan-
tially the same ground. The difference
between them is In their opinions as to
the effect public ownership would have
on the country. Mr. Roosevelt thinks it
would be fraught with danger, while
Mr. Bryan thinks that with a proper
division of property and responsibility
between the states and the gemeral gov-
ernment there would be no public danger
in the experiment. And so you see Re-
lpubllcans. as wusual, are straining at

g}_niglum and making mountains of mole-
8.

PHILIPPINE NEUTRALIZATION.

What shall we do with the Phill
Like Banquo's ghost, that question wiil
not down. During this generation no
question of profounder interest has en-
gaged the attention of the American peo-
ple. The great struggle for the Presi-
dency in 1900 raged around that question
as a paramount issue. The Democrats con-
tended, for reasons with which the coun-
try is familiar, that independence should
be granted to the Filipinos, reserving cer-
tain important privileges and Trights to
this country. What the Republicans stood
for In that campaign has never been
clearly or definitely known. About all we
know is that they opposed the Democratic
policy, and even now no man can tell
what their ultimate policy is with regard
to the islands and their people. Nothing
serves better to ({llustrate the Incompe-
tency of the Republican party as a con-
structive organization than the inde-
cision and uncertainty with which it sur-
rounds this question. In fact, it has no
policy; it is simply drifting like a rud-
derless ship. True, an insular government
has been established, education promoted,
sanitary conditions improved., and indus-
trial enterprises In a small way encour-
aged. But all that relates to current and
necessary administration. As long as we
retain jurisdiction we must administer
their affairs with decency. The point I
make is that the Republican party has
never definitely declared an ultimate pol-
icy with respect to the islands. There is
no concensus of opinion among the Re-
publican leaders on the subject; on the
contrary. they seem to be hopelessly di-
vided. Secretary Taft has declared that
the United States should retain jurisdic-
tion over the islands at least until the
rising generation shall be old enough to
direct their destiny. He leaves the Im-
pression by what he says that after that
period the question of Philippine auton-
omy may be considered. Other eminent
Republicans, like Senator Hale of Malne,
are anxious to sever our political connec-
tion with them as speedily as possible.
The Chicago convention of last month did
not outline or foreshadow a policy for the
party. All the platform says on the sub-
ject is that Insurrection has been sup-
pressed, law established, life and prop-
erty made secure, and that education and
practical experience are advancing the
capacity of the people for government,
That, however, at the best, is only a
declaration of things done. The aggre-
gated wisdomn of the Repvblican party,
massed in the Chicago convention, was
unable to go farther or do better than
that. Upon the all-important question of
the ultimate disposition of the islands,
the convention was silent. I assert with-
out fear that the Republican party Is
without a policy in that particular. They
are simply drifting. Nevertheless, the
question is ever present: “What 1 we
do with the Islands?”

I visited the Philippines In 1907. I trav-
eled over and became fairly familiar with
them from personal observation. They
are beautiful islands, with great natural
resources, The bulk of the population,
the Filipinos, are an amiable, intelligent,
Christian people, Iin whose hearts burn
the fires of an Intense patriotism. In
some of the islands there are tribes
more or less numerous, who are primitive
and half-civilized. But the great majori-
tv of the natives, the Filipinos proper,
are, as I have said, not only civilized,
but have been devout Christians for cen-
turies, They are the Christian people of
moment in all the Orient. I do not hesi-
tate to affirm that the average of Intel-
lizence among the Filipinos 18 superior to
that of the people of ba, and equal to
that of the people of Mexico and_ other
countries to the south. The Chief Justice
of the Philippine Supreme Court is a na-
tive Filipino, and I was told by some of
his American assoclates on the bench,
and by the Governor-General of the
islands, that in dignity of character and
range of learning, as well as in native
force and ability, he would grace the Su-
preme Court of the United States. The
Attorney-General is a Filipino, and is
one of the most accomplished young men
I have ever met. There are several na-
tives on the SBupreme bench, and a ma-
jority of the trial judges are also Fili-
pinos. The provincial governments, and
the governments of the large municipali-
ties outside of Manila, are administered
by the natives. They elect their own
gOVernors, mayors and other public
officials, and conduct their own public
affairs with fine Intelligence and high in-
tegrity. They have successful bankers,
merchants, manufacturers, miners, and
the learned professions are adorned by
many men of high repute. That these
people are qualified for self-government I
have no shadow of doubt. 1 am not sure
that a government modeled after ours
would be best suited to their conditions
and temperament, but neither would it be
to the Japanese or to others who success-
fully maintain governments of their own.
What they most desire above all other
things is national independence. Upon
that proposition there is practical una-
nimity. We are holding these people,
capable of establishing and administering
a government of their own, and with an
impatient desire for such a government,
subject to our jurisdiction against their
will and protest. The present status of
the islands is so anomalous as to be
ludicrous. They are under our authority,
and yet not a definite part of our terrl-
tory. We govern the people, but they do
not. enjoy the privileges of American citi-
zens. They are neither home folks nor
foreigners, neither domestic nor allen;
and this has been going on for nearly ten
vears. I am opposed to holding these
islands in this way, and opposed to this
policy of non-action. Those ple havs
some rights in the sight of Heaven an
of honest men, and we ought to xive
snme answer to them, and we ought to
know what we mean ourselves to do, If
we intend to hold them forever in the
grasp of our stronger hand, then we
ought to say so and end the agony. 1 need
not say that for us to do that would be
a crime against our own institutions, our
own idealz, and all the high things we
have stood for before the world. More-
over., as a mere vulgar proposition of
commereial investment, It would be a
costly mistake, What are we going to
do? My countrymen, what we ought to
do is to fix a definite date for granting
independence to the Filipinos, and then,
as a part of the scheme, open negotiations
with the leading powers of BEurope and
Asia for treaty agreements whereby the
independence of the islands shall be as-
sured by making them neutral territory,
not open to the occupation of any other
nation, as the independence of Switzer-
land has long been secured In Europe. I
have no kind of doubt that the leading
powers, including Japan, would willingly
enter into conventions of that character.
Such treaties would remove all fear of
encroachment from other natlons after
the United States had withdrawn. We
ought to declare for some definite and
humane policy of that character and
promptly Inaugurate the work of bring-
it about. But the Republican party,
as now organized, Is incapable of dealing
with the question. Its utter failure to
deal with it intelligently demonstrates its
incapacity. If the American people want
to grant to the Filipinos the boon of lib-
erty for which they so devoutly pray,
the work of developing a policy to that
end must be entrusted to some other par-
ty. To have liberated these generous
and gentle people from Spanish thraldom.
to have helped them along for years at
enormous expense, to have established
schools and alded them to promote indus-
trinl development, and then finally to
erown them with the high dignity of na-
tional independence, Wwith protecting
shields around them, would, all In all,
constitute one of the most glorious chap-
ters in the history of men. It would lift
the American republic high up as a
beacon light among the natlons of the
world. And now I close this subject by
quoting a significant statement made by
President Dinz of Mexico In March last
to Pearson's Magazine:

“When the United States gives in-
dependence to Cuba and the Philip-
pines,” he sald, *‘she will take her
place at the head of the natlons, and
all fear and distrust will disappear
from the American republics.”

STATE POLITICS.

There are other natlonal questions of
high importance, like that of deep water-
ways, 1 would like to discuss, but of
necessity I must defer that to a future
ocecasion. I shall be obliged also to post-
pone any elaborate discussion of State
affairs, as perhaps I ought to do, until
after the State ticket has been nominated
and the platform enunciated. Only one
or two things I desire to advert to
briefly.

On the 4th of August the people will
nominate a State ticket at the primary
election to be held on that day. The pri-
mary law was intended to give the peo-
ple a free rein in the selection of candl-
dates. We have heard a great deal of
talk, particularly by the Republicans of
Missouri, about bosses and machines.
One might have supposed from their sav-
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age denunciation of “machines” that all

they wanted was a chance ro open wide
the door that all their people might rush
in and have an equal volce in choosing
their standard-bearers; but I submit that
never in our history have we had such a
gross exhibition of bossism and machine
rule as the Republicans of this State have
furnished us in this halcyon year of the
primary, Their first step was to have
the Supreme Court declare the law un-
constitutional, That was the first move
they made on the primary chess-board.
Failing in that, the State house crowd
and a few outlying lords assembled in
caucus, agreed upon a ticket, and handed
it out to a subservient following with
orders to take the dose without a grimace.
In consequence, for all the important
offices there is only one Republican can-
didate for each. It Is absolutely a boss-
made ticket, covered with machine labels
from head to foot. This is worse than
it was ever possible for the old conven-
tion plan to have been, for by that plan
there were at least numerous delegates
assembled from every county to express
]t‘l;?‘acll:gi;e otth theu; constituencies. But
er e primary system, wh
was established to give e\{enr man ‘33
opportunity to express his individual
cholce, a dozen Republican bosses plotted
together and arranged the party program.
e people were not even permitted to
8it in the gallery as spectators, much
less to have a voice In the proceedings.
Their part was simply to gulp down what
was handed them. So arrogant and om-
nipotent were these bosses that any man
daring to cross their path took his po=-
litical, and sometimes his official, life
in_ his hand, as poor Gentry can testify.
With Democrats it has been different.
They made the law and are observing it,
in spirit as well as letter. The fleld was
left open, and every man desiring to run
has had an equal chance to enter, | do not
know who will be nominated on the Demo-
cratic ticket, but from among the array of
excellent names before the people a ticket
is certain to be selected which will com-
mand the public confidence. With all the
candidates for Governor my relations are
pleasant; indeed, I may say that with
them I have long sustalned relations of
personal friendship. Some over-busy mis-
chief-makers here and there have endeav-
ored to idenur{y me In a particular way
with the candidacy of Mr, Cowherd. I
ha\re' a very high regard for Mr. Cow-
herd’'s integrity, abllity and force of
character, but so have I also for the
other candidates, I wish to say now
once for all, that T have not at any time
sdousht to promote or to retard the can-
ll(lm::;lr of any man for the Governorship.
have had no candidate for Governor:
Ihhave not sought to get any man Inu;
the race or out of it; I have not at-
tempted to Interfere for or against any
candidate. Whether others have done so
:lt Is not my provinece to say, but that [
ave studiously kept aloof from these pri-
mary contests I assert with the greatest
cotlmdence. and challenge any man to
point to a single concrete fact to the
gontrary. I have many warm, personal
dl'lendﬁ supporting each of these candi-
ates for Governor, and for that reason
as well as because of my relation to the
men themselves, I hava kept my hands
out of the contest. All I wish is that
every voter would weigh the merits of
every candidate for every office, and in
the exercise of his own good fudment
;ote for the nomination of the man he
onrallllg:e:ﬂg]mtgischam{e the dutles of the
€ Breatest dignity, abilit
and efficlency. When the ticket | v
t is n -
gat;;lstl t::eijdd nlgz Bay tlhat I will doot::ly
toA\rIctory. carrying the party flag
word now as to the sen
;nr:ry and I am done. Judsin}toll;l;l(}%?-
- aorre Folk's public utterances, he and
ing to that :mrc;rm thtlng: T
agreeclla t the candidate rece.l. vlneg the
lsrger number of Democratic votes—that
is, t};otea polled on the Democratic ticket

e wh
tion, wmol:e State at the November elec-

the nominee of :

secondly, we are agreed othautmlf any
votﬁg are cast on Republican tickets for
aﬂntetgocratlc candidate, whose name is
ﬂ « on the Democratic ticket, those
epublican votes must be separately re-
turned by the election officers, and can-
not be carried over and added to the
Bc:!tes received by the candidate on the
anmocratic ticket, for that would be to
ow Republicans to take part in deter-
mining the issue between Democratic
candidates; thirdly, we are agreed that
every Democratic member of the Gen-
eral Assembly will be morally bound to
use all honorable means to secure the

election of the nominee; and, fourthly,

the August

either house of the leﬁala&ﬁmarzhoa?i
be required before the day of the pri-
mary to publicly and unequivocally
pledge himself to support the nominee.
It is to be ho that the Kentuck
fiasco will not repeated in Missouri.

The Republican organization of the
State has apparently determined to con-
test the wvalidity of this senatorial pri-
mary law. I regret that this is so. Why
do they wish to contest it? What harm
can the law do, since it only gives the
electors of each party an opportunity to
express individual preferences for Sen-
ator? It cannot very greatly concern the
Republican party in any event, for I pre-
sume the machine will select Its candi-
date for Senator, as it has for Governor
and other State offices, and then, how-
ever selected, there is fortunately no
danger of a Republican Senator this
year. It may be that the law was not
formulated with the precision and care
it ought to have been, but If the of-
ficers of election and all candidates shall
seek In good faith to enforce its pro-
visions, it is ample to serve the purposes
Intended. At most, the objections to It
are technical. I believe the law to be
constitutional, and In that opinion 1 have
been confirmed by the judgment of law-
yers of high repute. I expressed that
opinion months ago In two public Inter-
views, one published In St. Louls and the
other in Kansas City. I declared my ad-
herence to the law and my bellef in Its
validity when the question of its valid-
ity was first suggested. Still, strange-
ly, at a later period, although I was
the first to speak on the subject, some
marplots sought to raise a doubt as to
my positlon. Of all things the peanut
politiclan, who I8 a sort of human mos-
quito, is the most contemptible. I am
not only for the law, but I shall certain-
ly do all In my power to uphold it. If
Republicans persist In an effort to set
it aside on narrow technical grounds,
they must take the consequences before
the people for that unworthy act. For
myself, I am more than willing to have
the Democrats of Missouri say at the
polls whether they desire to continue me
in the public service,

In this connectlon let me add, that I
hope this campalgn for nominations will
be conducted by all candidates with
courtesy. So far, fortunately, but little
acrimony has been Injected Into the cam-
paign. Republicans, of course, would be
delighted to see a bitter, disorgunizing
personal strife between rival Democratic
candidates, such as was carried on in
Kentucky and more recently in Tennes-
see, and I regret to see that some In-
discreet Democrats here and there are
apparently disposed to do and to advise
things calculated to bring about a repe-
tition of the Kentucky and Tennessee
experience In Missourl. For myself, I
shall avold as far as possible becomin
a party to a strife of that kind, and
now agailn urge, what I have urged be-
fore, that my friends will follow my
example and speak, as far as possibie,
without offense to other candldates or
their friends. It Is all right to support
one's own friend with vigor, but there s
little need of saying exasperating thin
of other Democrats. We must not only
nominate but elect our candidates. Let
us fight Republicans, not each other.

A word more and I am done. It does
me no special credit to say that In Eub-
lic office I have sought to do my duty
to my State and country, but whatever
the measure of my success, it glves me
no claim to the suffrages of the people.
It is their business and duty to measure
men, taking into consideration their ser-
vice, experience and capacity for use-
fu! work In the particular fleld where
thelr activities are to be employed, and
to declde what is the best for the public
interest, Upon that ground I am willing
to stand or fall. 1 have no appeal to
make for myself. The onl appeal
have to make to my fellow-Democrats 1s
that when our State and county tickets
are nominated, and the names of the
guccessful candidates are written under
that of Bryan, that we will forget all
personal and factional differences an
rise as one man to the enthuslastic sup-

rt of the ticket from top to bottom.
Fowant to see the stalwarts—the young
braves and the old chieftains alike—come
out of the wvalleys and down from the
hill tops, and out of the shops and all
the busy places where men toll with -
brawn and brain, and register their sov-
ereign will that Missourl shall again
take her rightful place as the foremost

Democratic State of the Union. My one
appeal is that the lion-hearted mo-
crats of old Missourli will do their duty
in this great crucial struggle to restore
Democratic supremacy in both State and
nation.




